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BeforeHOLLAND, BERGER, andJACOBS, Justices.
ORDER

This 29" day of November 2011, it appears to the Court that

(1) On October 5, 2011, the Court received appeflamotice of
appeal from a Family Court order, dated AugustZfd,1, which denied his
petition for a rule to show cause and also denisdriotion to contest an
administrative adjustment. Pursuant to SupremeatQuie 6(a)(i), a timely
notice of appeal should have been filed on or leeReptember 26, 2011.

(2) The Clerk issued a notice pursuant to SupreroartCRule

29(b) directing appellant to show cause why theeapgshould not be

'The Court has assigned pseudonyms to the partissant to Supreme Court Rule 7(d).



dismissed as untimely fil€d. Appellant filed a response to the notice to
show cause on October 14, 2011. He asserts thatpipeal should not be
deemed late because the thirty day appeal perobahali begin to run until
August 29, when he received the Family Court’s grded that his appeal
thus was timely filed when he placed it in the @nisnailbox on September
28.

(3) We find no merit to appellant's arguments. @&ins a
jurisdictional requirement. A notice of appeal must be received by the
Office of the Clerk of this Court within the apgiale time period in order to
be effective’ An appellant's pro se status does not excuseilareato
comply strictly with the jurisdictional requiremenof Supreme Court Rule
6.°> Unless the appellant can demonstrate that therdato file a timely
notice of appeal is attributable to court-relatedspnnel, his appeal cannot
be considered.

(4) There is nothing in the record to reflect thepellant’s
untimely filing is attributable to court-relatedrpennel. Accordingly, this

case does not fall within the exception to the ganeile that mandates the
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timely filing of a notice of appeal. Thus, the Coeconcludes that the within
appeal must be dismissed.
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Supredoirt
Rule 29(b), that the within appeal is DISMISSED.
BY THE COURT:

/s/ Carolyn Berger
Justice




